he present study investigated the relationship between individual scores in the recently developed Prospective and Retrospective Memory Questionnaire (PRMQ) and measures of actual prospective memory test performance. Standard laboratory time-based and event-based prospective memory tasks were administered to a sample of 87 adults from Switzerland (age: M = 44.11, SD = 18.94; 47 females). We investigated how actual prospective memory performance is related to the scores of the PRMQ. Furthermore, we examined the relationship between prospective memory performances and self-reports of general metamemory judgments (that is, beliefs about and the use of one's memory abilities). The most important finding was that the different subscales of the PRMQ seem to have a differential sensitivity in the prediction of actual task performance: Prospective memory performance was predicted by the prospective memory subscales of the PRMQ, but not by the retrospective memory subscales. Furthermore, distinct aspects of metamemory were found to relate to actual prospective memory performance and to the scores of the PRMQ, providing crossvalidation for the PRMQ. In sum, the present study extends initial reports supporting the validity of the PRMQ and provides first evidence for the utility of the PRMQ subscales in differentiating between prospective and retrospective memory task performance.
The literature has subdivided PM tasks into event-based tasks, in which the execution of an intended action is triggered by a particular event, and into time-based tasks, which require remembering to perform the intended action at a specific point in time, or after a specified period of time has elapsed (Einstein et al., 1995; Kliegel et al., 2001) . The appropriate instance for carrying out the intended action is always embedded within ongoing activities, referred to as the ongoing task.
While the vast majority of research on PM has investigated mean level differences in PM test performance across groups or experimental manipulations, few studies have sought to gain insight into PM by using questionnaires aimed to provide estimates of an individual's ability to carry out intended activities. The most prominent example of such self-rating measures is the recently developed Prospective and Retrospective Memory Questionnaire (PRMQ; Crawford et al., 2006; Smith et al., 2000) . The PRMQ was designed to disentangle self-rated PM and RM performance in everyday life or in clinical settings. Previous self-reports of memory ability ignored the distinction between PM and RM tasks. Specifically, the PRMQ assesses how often errors in everyday PM or RM tasks occur. Factor analyses revealed that a tripartite structure model best fits the PRMQ scores, that is, a general memory factor and two orthogonal specific factors of PM and RM (Crawford et al., 2003) . These factors are captured using sixteen items that are equally divided between a PM subscale assessing everyday PM errors, and a RM subscale assessing everyday RM errors.
The proposed narrow relationship between the PRMQ scores and objective measures of PM performance remains to be empirically tested, however, in order to examine the validity of the PRMQ as an instrument reliably predicting an individual's actual memory performance. To the best of our knowledge, only one published study has started to relate PRMQ scores to performance-based memory measures: M/intyl/i (2003) recruited participants reporting a high degree of everyday memory problems (that is, self-reporters) and participants reporting no particular memory problems (that is, nonreporters). Mantyl/i found that self-reporters had generally higher scores in the PRMQ, indicating more frequent everyday memory problems among the self-reporters relative to the nonreporters. The self-reporters also exhibited diminished performance in PM tasks relative to the noureporters. In Experiment 2 of M/intyl/i's study, the PM Scale of the PRMQ was significantly correlated with performance in a single-trial laboratory-based PM task, providing initial validation data for the PRMQ. The RM Scale of the PRMQ, however, was also significantly correlated with performance in the PM task to a similarly high degree as the PM Scale. In conclusion, in the study by M/intyl/i, the PM Scale and the RM Scale of the PRMQ do not seem to provide differential sensitivity for predicting actual PM performance, which is unexpected with regard to the a priori difference between a PM subscale and a RM subscale within the PRMQ instrument.
Based on this outcome, the authors of the present study set out to further examine the validity of the PRMQ by exploring how the scores of the PRMQ relate to performance measures of two standard multiple-response laboratory-based PM tests. While in the study of M/intyl/i (2003; Experiment 2) the relation between the PRMQ and actual PM performance was examined for only one (event-based) PM task, in the
